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Defendant-Appellee, 
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Court for th Southern District of New York 


STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK, SS¢: 


FREDA SEMME. being duly sworn, deposes and says: 
deponent is not a party to the action, is over 21 years of age 
and resides at 1315 W. 7th Street, Brooklyn, New York, 
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for Rehearing upon Haight, Gardner, Poor & Havens, Esqs., attor- 
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Plaza, New York, NJY# 10004, the address designated by said 
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